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This is the final report by one of the three subcommittees of the Telecornmunications
Policy Advisory Committee (TelePAC), which was created in fall 2004 1o advise the
Atlanta City Council and Mayor on telcommunications policy issues. The PEG Access
subcommittee focused on Atlanta’s public access channel (People TV, its educational
channels (CAU-TV and APS-TV,) and #ts governmental channel (City Channel and Fire
Channel.)

I. Recommendations

The recommendations are summmarized here according to the policy player to whom they
apply. We first present recommendations for action by the City, then by all PEG stations,
then by People TV, then by a producer group within People TV. Although these
recommendations go beyond the City Coungcil and Mayor, those top-level policy
authorities can influence actions by the lower-level entities,

1. The City (City Council and Mayor)
Prepare for a competitive re-bid of the Pe
ople TV contract upon franchise repewal
¢ Encourage competitive bids
o Investigate emerging models from other cities
Relax control over People TV board
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o Open new avenues to entry on the board
= Producer representation
»  Vigwer representation
s Assist People TV
o Provide free facilities to People TV
= (conditional on people TV reorienting its budget; see below.)
e People TV gets assistance. ..
o ... ifit becomes leaner and more efficient ...
e ... sothe total savings fund migration to digital technology.
e Record service complaints for cable system
o Decument level of service
e needed for both good and less-than-good service
o Add a web-based reporting form
o Do a close-out report of the Atlanta Community Technology Initiative (ACTI)
o Document history, spending, accomplishments

2. All PEG Stations (People TV, CAU-TV, APS-TV, City Channel, Fire Channel)
(Note: the recommendations in this section are for the PEG stations and not for the City
_of Atlanta to implement. ) e e
& Form a PE( Working Group/Coordinating Committee
o In conjunction with other jurisdictions, inviie stations from entire metro
region 1o participate
o Email discussion list
o Semi-annual meetings
o Functions:
= Best practice diffusion (e.g. City Channel shows others its video-on-
demand)
= Policy process (preparation for re-franchising, regulatory changes)
e Increase the voice of the viewer in the PEG system
o Balance other voices (of governments and producers)
o Mechanism
= Encourage formation of a PEG Viewers Advisory Committee
s Fach PEG station should seck feedback from viewers on a regular
basis
o Functions:
# Review and evaluate whether existing commitments are fulfitled
s Completeness and timeliness of PEG program guides
» Qutreach activities by PEG stations
= Help develop new models of service provision
e (enerally provide feedback on viewer needs
e Fully utilize channel capacity
o Fill the 24-hour programming cycle
s Support digital video recorders (Tivo)
e Allow more imported programming
o Consistent with community service mission
o Helps fill channe! capacity
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o Serves viewers needs
e Use appropriate technology for different types of programming

o Video on demand (Internet)

= For archival recordings {e.g. City Council meetings, citizen group
meetings}

& For re-Tuns

o Regular cable television
v For first run prodactions
= For live shows (call-ins)
= For imported programming

» Better outreach 1o viewer

o Fulfill existing commitments

o Exploit ali franchise-guaranteed options
»  Advertising on commercial cable channels.

o Newsletter by Email

o Onp-line program guides
= Program descriptions, not just names
+  Links to show archives
s Always timely and up to date

S Ensure accurate cable channel listings on Comcast Cable Menw

3. People TV
s Recognize current vulnerability
o Regulatory change could eliminate PEG
o Loecal franchise renegotiation could eliminate public access in its cusrent form
o Competition in 2009 could award contract to other entity
o Achieve state-of-the-art by 2009
o Intime for franchise renewal
o Prepare for competitive bidding
o State-of-the-art technology: digital
o Recording devices {digital cameras,) editing devices (computers & software,)
distribution {server computers -- for both cable and Internet distribution)
o Empower private producers
= Negotiate with retailers for producers’ discounts in purchasing
equipment for their personal use in order to reduce use of People TV
equipinernt
o Develop staff expertise in digital technology
* Manage own web site and internal LAN
o Fmphasize video-on-demand (i.e. Internet)
s Move away from real-time analog video signal
o State-of-the-art organization: new model of public access
o Focus on community groups as well as individuals
*  Assist community groups with digital communication techrology (not
only video, but also audio, still images, graphics, text)
= Focus on easy winners
» web pages for commumity groups

tad



o video-on-demand archiving of events
o relevant imported pregrammiﬂg
5 Move away froma “pricks and mortar” model of public access
» Teach classes in community ceniers throughout the city
s Allow users to edit at home (lend out computers)
o Betier serve the viewer
e Shift budget priorities
o Invest more in digital technology
o Preserve value-adding «front office” staff and activities
o Reduce budget for administrative staff (“back office™)
o Recruit a strong volunicer base to coordinate scheduling, productions,
gquipment usage
o Get pro bono management TeView from consulting firm

4. Dissident Producers at People TV
e« Dissident producers at People TV should pursue constructive strategies
o Organize effective producer group
o Create their own digital platform
« Parallel to People TV
.= Self-mapaged
= Based on video-on-demand (Internet) :
o Develop competitive alternative to People TV, Inc.
» Develop strategies and proposal in preparation for re-franchising n
2009
e De-emphasize destructive efforts
« Lawsuits hurt People TV
= Hurt Atlania public access generally

5. All Parties
e All parties should make contingency plans for new federal regulation that could
radically change local telecommunications regulation
o eliminates local franchising authority
o eliminates PEG provisions
o All parties, including PEG, the cable service provider, and city/county governing
bodies should support experimentation in new models for digital media that extend
beyond the physical parameters of the City of Atlanta
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ii. Introduction: The Need for Constituency

This report focuses on one dimension of Atlanta’s cable franchise: the system for public,
educational, and government access television (PEG). PEG is one of the most important
public interest provisions of any city’s cable franchise. It provides local residents with a
First Amendment/public forum, gives schools and universities access to viewers, and
allows governmental proceedings to be publicly cablecast,

The next five years will be critical for Atlanta’s PEG system. The telecommunications
regulatory environment is everywhere in flux, and the PEG provisions are candidates for
reduction or outright elimination. Federal telecommunications regulations are likely to
be revised soon, and political leaders in Washington will undoubtedly serutinize PEG.
Similar trends are at work at the state level (e.g. in Texas,) and could easily lead to 2
Georgia mitiative to reform PEG.  Locally, the Atlanta cable franchise will expire in
2009, at which time the PEG system could be significantly modified. In the coming five
vears the PEG system will be subject to intense political (and public) scrutiny.

While no institution, public or private, relishes political scrutiny, such review should not
be unwelcome. In general, the public interest is served when public programs and
policies are periodically reviewed and required to justify their continuation.

After all, the PEG system consumes considerable public resources. Over the 15-year
term of the cable franchise, Atlanta’s public access station, People TV, will have been
supported by approximately $10 million of public funds (detailed below.) During that
same period, we estimate that Atlanta’s government access station, The City Channel,
will have benefited from comparable amounts of funding (at the time of this writing we
have not been able to obtain actual figures.} In the four year period of 2000-2004
another government initiative, the recently-ended Atlanta Community Technology
Initiative (ACTT), consumed an additional $8.1 million of franchise-derived funds.
Atlanta’s educational channels are different: they are not funded by the cable franchise.
In all, PEG-related expenditures over 15 years have cost somewhere around $30 million.

Are these funds well spent? Do they serve the public interest? In the coming years, such
questions will be asked frequently by public officials at the federal, state, and local level.
Apswering them poses an analytical challenge. Operating outside of the market, the PEG
system does not generate price and sales data, so it cannet be assessed in a dollar
denominated benefit-cost analvsis.

There exists, however, another measure of public benefit: constituency. In a political
review by elected officials, the existence of a large and active constituency is the primary
evidence that a program provides useful public service. Although not perfect, the test of
constituency is a legitimate measure of the value of a public program.

Thus in the coming vears policy makers in Atlanta and around the country are likely to be
asking, what is the constituency for PEG access television? Is the constituency



sufficiently broad to convince them that PEG deserves continued funding? ifitisto
survive, the PEG system will likely need the support of a broad constituency.

The research for this report identified two possible PEG constituencies. Eachis
composed of individuals and groups, but one is narrow and the other is broad. The
narrow constituency for PEG is:

Atlanta City Council and Office of the Mavor

Atlanta Fire Fighters

Staff and video producers at People TV.

Students and staff of Clark Atlanta University

Students and staff of Atlanta Public Schools
In their totality, these groups constitute a small constituency. If they are the only groups
who speak out on its behalf of PEG in the coming years, then if seems quite possible that
regulatory reform could reduce PEG.

However, PEG can plausibly lay claim to a much broader constituency. This broad
constituency includes:

The entire metro Atlanta cable television-viewing public

All citizens interested in local public affairs and programs

All local Neighborhood Planning Units (NPUs) and neighborhood civie

organizations

All local non-profit groups (churches, clubs, neighborhoods)

{ther community media institutions {radio, television, print, Internet)

All metro Atlanta school children

Parents of all schoolchildren in Atlanta, both public and private

All university students, staff, and alumni, regardless of university affiliation

If all these groups derived benefit from Atlanta’s PEG system and actively supported the
system, then policy makers would likely conciude that the system confers substantial
benefits on the public. Regulatory reform, especially local re-franchising, would be much
tess of a concern.

Unfortunately, our research suggesis that today’s PEG system does not yet serve the
broader constituency. PEG certainly has sirong supporters, but they may be limited to the
few small groups comprising the narrow constituency. As the PEG systerm faces review
in the coming vears, this lack of a broad constituency poses a risk, for it suggests that
PEG may not provide public benefits commensurate with its cosis.

This report is intended 1 serve as 2 wake-up call to PEG supporters. The authors want to
see PEG continue as an instifution, but we also find it appropriate that PEG survival
depends on its performance. Faced with regulatory change, Atlanta’s PEG system has
three to five vears to win over the hearts and minds of a broad swath of the citizens of
Atlanta and to prove its worth. PEG must fulfill its mission: it must notonly to give a
voice to local individuals, it must also make that voice accessible to Atlanta television
vViewers.



1%, The PEG Model

The PEG mode! was developed in the 1970s’. Tt was codified into federal regulation in
the 1984 Cable Act’. The PEG model builds on the model of non-profit radio, which is a
very successful regulatory model for commumity access to mass copymunication.
Funding for PEG access comes from local monopoly franchises of cable television. The
PEG model has three dimensions: functions, technology, and institutions.

The function of the PEG model is to provide access. It gives the local community access
to television (specifically, a local cable television network.) “Community” in this model
consists of three things: the local public (P}, local educational institutions (E), and local
government ((3}. “Access” consists of two things: production capability and channel
capacity. Inthe PEG model, residents, schools, and the government are given the
resources to produce their own programming and to cablecast it on the local network,

The technology of the PEG model is, of course, cable television. This technology is
changing, but today the salient features of the technology are: “natural” monopoly, real-

nature of the technology dictates this economic structure. {This is changing as
competition begins to arrive from telephone networks and satellite broadeasts.) Video
programming distributed over the network is delivered in real time, i.¢. it is available
only at the time of cable-casting, rather upon the demand of the system viewer. (Today
video-on-demand is coming to market, but {raditionally that has not been available to
television viewers unless they invest in a home recording device.) Finally, television
technology is comparatively expensive. Cameras, editing devieces, and consoles
traditionally cost thousands or tens of thousands of dollars. (Today, expensive equipment
is guickly being overtaken by a more accessible, less expensive digital technology.)

The PEG model’s greatest strength is its institutions. The PEG model creates an
exceptionally secure source of funds, and at a generous level. The “natural” monopoly of
cable technology allows for a regulatory framework in which cities extract funds from
franchisees. (Monopolistic franchisees, in turn, extract high monopoly fees from
consumers!) Local governments are allowed to negotiate a franchise of as much as 5% of
the cable company’s gross revenue. In the case of Atlanta, this amounts to nearly $4
million per yeaﬁ In addition to that franchise feg, local governments can negotiate for
funds and channel capacity for PEG access. This can run to another 3% of the

! See: Sloan Commission. 1971. On the Cable: The Televivion of Abundance. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Engelman, Ralph. "Origins of Public Access Cable Television,” 1966-1972. Cohunbia, SC: Jowrnalism
Monographs. Number 123, Oct. 1990, Klein, Hans. 1999, "Making It Happen Now [Realizing the Potential
of Community Television and Radio]."” Peace Review, special issue on Media and Democratio Action,
Volume 11, MNo. 1, March, pp. 41-82

* Meverson, Michael. 1985, “The Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984: A Balancing Act on the
Coaxial Wires.” Georgia Law Review. Voll9:543.

? Personal communication from the Telecommunications Manager of the City’s Office of Communications.



franchisees revenue’. Public access centers in medium to large cities typically have
annual budgets between half a million and one-and-a-guarter million dollars”. For local,
‘non-profit organizations that is a large amount of funding.

With twenty years of experience, some weaknesses in the PEG model are evident. Two
stand out: PEG does not serve viewers very well, and it excessively insulated from
external pressures from viewers, The two weaknesses are related: since PEG
organizations are so well insulated, they have not been subject to pressure to adapt their
operations to better serve viewers,

Viewers are not well served by PEG, primarily because of the underlying television
technology. First, the high cost of felevision production remains a barrier. Even with
free access to equipment, production is very costly in terms of time. Producers manage
high cost by lowering production quality. Much local production must be of technically
and compositionally simple. The vast majority of local programming features a simple
taik show or talking head format. Is this bad? Not necessarily. Could programming be
of better quality and more interesting? Yes. In addition, production quality is frequently
poor.

Second, television’s real-time characteristics greatly reduce audiences. Programming is
on at a particular time, and then it is gone; viewers must adapt their schedule to that
schedule or record programs for later viewing . With many potential viewers unable to
adapt their schedules, the actual audience is greatly reduced. Since PEG already starts
with a small potential audience (local viewers interested in local production, ) this attrition
may reduce audiences {o tiny levels.

Finally, television programming requires a program guide. Without it, targeted viewing
of programming is nearly impossible; viewers can only “channel surf” and it makes the
recording option ineffectual. It is our observation that PEG stations often do not produce
reliable program guides. Admittedly, since PEG program schedules are mors complex
than professional television, its programming guides are also complex. Nonetheless, the
hard fact remains that without a program guide, few local residents will be able to find
programs. 1he potential tiny audience is finther reduced.

The combination of these three factors may be fatal for PEG viewership. With
production so costly, real-time cable-casting so inconvenient, and program guides often
unavailable, audiences simply cannot connect with the programming. We conclude that
the PEG model is ineffective at serving viewers in the community.

A second weakness of PEG is its insulation from forces for change. Any organization, be
it public or private, is usually an adaptive system that changes in response o external
forces. Changes in organizational behavior most often occur through threats (which elicit
adaptation for survival) and opportunities {which elicit adaptation to reap benefits.) The

* Commusication from Gerry Lederer, Miller & Van Eaton, P.LL.C.
* Columbia Media Resource Alliance. 2003, *National Survey of Peg Access Stations”. Viewed at:
http/fwww cmra tv/pegsurvey himi



PEG model is so robust, however, that stations are insulated from threats and
opportunities.

Specifically, public access stations are insulated from financial, political, and public
pressure. Stations are insulated from financial pressure because their funding 1s so
secure. Year after year the cable companies transfer the funds, regardless of
performance. Since funds go directly from the cable companies to the public access
stations, the stations escape the scrotiny of the governmental budgeting process. Stations
may have occasional performance reviews for contract renewal, but thev are generally
not subject to resource competition (unless another organization competes for the city
coniract.) Finally, stations experience little pressure from viewers, perhaps because
potential viewers don’t even know they are there. Viewers rarely make the considerable
effort to organize themselves to complain about a missed opportunity; viewer feedback
manifests itself in an absence of feedback. Without financial, political, or public
pressure, access stations are likely to interpret the silence as validation of the status quo.

As a result, the stations fend to be conservative, with little adaptation over time. For over
twenty vears public access stations have not been reaching local audiences, and few

. stations have corrected this. Ironically, the PEG model creates a very secure monopoly,
resembling, if anything, the cable company.

The main threat to PEG institutions would be a revision of the federal regulations that
create the PEG model. That is the prospect that PEG faces today®. Threatening as that
may be, it may motivate PEG stations to adapt. Faced by the prospect of their
elimination, they may act o better serve their community, building a constituency, and
ultimately surviving political scrutiny. This report attempts to catalyze such behavior.

To the extent that public access stations are dynamic and adaptive, that dynamism occurs
around producers. Most public access stations function guite well as training and
production institutions for small communities of highly committed residents. Producers
are the one group with close and effective ties to the stations, and it is not uncommon o
see them providing noisy feedback to station staff and directors. As a result the stations
serve these groups reasonably well, offering classes and making equipment available.
Viewers may be neglected, but producers are served. There is also an issue of whether
the current producers are the appropriate group to be trained; perhaps the benefits wouid
be larger if a different group of producers were trained, for example, the unemployed or
vouth,

Given the limitations of this study, it has not been possible fo collect data documenting
these trends. Surveys of viewership are prohibitively expensive. We can imagine 2 data
collection program. Perhaps the simplest evidence would be the number of established
community groups that take up the opportunity presented by PEG. Another useful

® It must be noted, however, that PEG regulations have survived previous regulatory revisions. The
Communications Act of 1995 left the PEG provisions intact, perhaps because a Republican-controlled
Congress valued PEG s service to local religious groups.
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measure would be the number of producers and trainees. Such numbers could be
compared to the annual budget in order fo see costs per producer, etc.

Initial investigation suggests that public access stations do not attract many established
local organizations. With the high cost of production and the difficulty in reaching an
audience, most organizations may find PEG an unattractive medium for communicating
with the community. The most common profile for a PEG producer appears to be an
individual engaged in religious communication. That may accurately reflect the
composition of the community, or it may manifest other community groups’ conclusion
that the cost of television production for PEG is too high.

One final problematic aspect of the PEG model deserves attention: its commitment to
localism. Localism reflects both a commitment to local community and a philosophy
elaborated in response o cable companies’ use of local rights of way. Localism gives
PEG its producer orientation: PEG exists to give the local community a voice. In theory,
localism could also entail a commitment to local viewers, but this has not been the case
{as noted above.) Significanily, localism justifies the imposition of limits on the
importation of programming from outside the community. In this, PEG diverges sharply

favors free speech (a producer value) over diversity of information (a viewer/listener
value.) Even though locally-produced programming may not achieve high quality, and
even though it may hold little appeal for Jocal viewers, it has higher priority access to the
channel than does imported programming. The PEG model would arguably betier serve
local viewers by loosening the restriction on imported programming, PEG would more
closely resemble community radio.

Most of the discussion so far applies to the “P” in the PEG model (public access.) We
close with a few words about “E” (educational access) and “G” (government access.)
Unlike public access stations, government access is closely connected to local
government. Its funding may be subject to annual review, and it may receive strong
feedback from elected officials. Also, its mission to cablecast public hearings is well
defined and clearly has value io the community. It renders local government more
accessible and transparent. Nonetheless, many of the problems described above apply.
Given the real-time nature of television cable casting and the rarity of program guides,
one must question the actual size of the government access TV audience. Presumably the
viewership could be much larger with better promotion and accessibility throughout the
melro area.

Educational access often consisis of liftle more than making a channel available to a local
school or university. Unlike with P or G, often no funding is provided. Perhapsasa
resuit, educational access stations have a greater propensity to provide imported
programming. With many community radio stations run by educational institutions (e.g.
college radio,) educational access television seems closer to the community radio model.

1t



In summary, the PEG model creates well-funded, very stable local institutions 1o give the
local comumunity a voice on cable television. The technology they employ creates
barriers to reaching an audience, while their insulation from outside forces frees them
from the need to adapl to external pressures. They serve producers better than viewers.

IV, Digital Technology

Earlier we stated that the next five vears will be critical for PEG. PEG faces a threat
from regulatory change. For example, the PEG provisions of local franchising authority
could be abelished. However, the next five years also hold tremendous opportunity with
the arrival of digital technology.

The PEG systern, if it can seize the opportunities presented by digital technology will be
well-suited to better serve local viewers., PEG stations can — and must — adapt in order to
survive.

The advent of digital technologies has created a number of important changes in
technology and the development of new communications devices’. “Digital technology,”
the shift from analog to digital - has greatly expanded the capabilities of voice, video and
data transmissions. Developed as a way lo improve terresirial broadeasting, digital

technology has transitioned into a service that offers superior video guality programs,
data delivery, and interoperability of audio exchanges on a variety of platforms.

Traditional media, like television won’t be as we know it today. Data, text, high fidelity
audio, high resolution graphics and photographs, as well as video, will all exist in the
digital domain expanding the number of channels and options available to the public.
Digital conversion from analog will allow the communications mdustry to present an
amazing array of delivery systems into the home in which images will be delivered over
multiple types of networks — not just broadeasting.  Audiences will watch video images
over new devices ranging from the familiar television set. to desktop computer screens,
handheld devices, phones with screens, shopping carts, and other venues yet to be
created.

The quality of video will be determined by its form of origination rather than its platform
{e.g. cable, broadcast) and people will eventually take the ability to interact with the
material for granted. Being digitally connected will be important for all citizens.
Technologies still regarded as exotic novelties will scon become household items.
Communication will consist of digital file transfers from one computer to another.
Everything will be different.

These innovations already exist and their cost is affordable. The main requirement is
access to broadband, and that now costs about the same as access to cable {elevision.
With such access, users can make phone calls for free (e.g. with Skype). They can
download videos, movies, television shows, pictures, and music all for free. (Indeed, the

" These paragraphs on digits! techoology benefited from the contribution of Dr. Helena Mitchell, another
member of the TelePAC.
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biggest policy problem is how to prevent evervthing from becoming free. This is the
problem of intellectual property.}

In order not to confuse consumers, companies are packaging digital devices to look like
familiar telephones, hi-fis, and televisions. Writers of reports must adopt a similar
approach: in order not to confuse our readers, we will talk about digital file transfers in
terms of the old technologies. Thus when we say “video on demand,” we are really
referring to digital file transfers {of moving images.) Likewise, when we talk about
“voice over Internet Protocol,” we are really talking about digital file transfers (here of
audio data in real time.) When we talk about “digital radio,” we are really talking about —
as the reader may already have guessed -- digital file transfers (here of higher resolution
audio.) The world of communication as we know it soon to be completely realized
through thiz digital technology.

The crucial point for this report is that digital technology is far superior io television
technology for realizing the PEG model. The PEG model, so promising in theory and so
disappointing in practice, can now be made to work. It can escape the limitations of
analog television and broadeasting. That 1s the exciting opportunity that Atlanta faces

today.

One of digital technology’s most powerful features is that it need not operate in real time.
Unlike analog television, digital video is available on demand. Therefore, users do not
need to make their schedules conform to the network; they can view programming as
they need it. This means that niche programming with small potential audiences can
reach that entire audience; all viewers can access the programming at their own
convenience. Since nearly all PEG programming is niche programming, this can
revolutionize PEG. Finally, local viewers can access local programming.

Another feature related to the Internet is cost. Diigital technology is far cheaper than the
traditional analog technology of television. Video production is now possible using
equipment costing around $1500.

In assessing today’s available technology, i is useful to distinguish between archival
guality and professional quality. Archival quality programuning need merely be sufficient
0 record sounds and images so they can be recognized. A stationary camers, 2 grainy
image, an echoing sound track suffice to archive an event. Professional quality demands
more creative camera usage and higher technical quality. Today’s technology is
sufficient to realize archival quality video on demand.

As an example, one can consider how digital technology revolutionizes governmental
access television. Much “G” programming consists of public hearings by city councils
and commissions. The material is rarely entertaining, but any one program can be of
great importance to some residents. Viewers are likely to be keenly interested in
particular hearings but not in the programming generally. By making this programming
available on demand in archival guality, the small number of citizens interested in
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specific issues can watch the hearings of their choice. This can supplement cable-
television-based access. Atlanta’s City Channel has recently implemented this (below )

The possibility of combining existing PEG institutions and new digital technology is very
promising. PEG offers stable funding in large amounts. Digital technology offers the
functionality needed to realize the vision of PEG. PEG center staff can train producers to
use cheap digital technology (owned by the access center or even by the individual} and
to make their own programs. These programs can be posted to a high-bandwidth server
{owned by the access center or even the individual). Granted, this transformation is
already happening independently of PEG institutions, but they are not irrelevant or
unnecessary. PEG resources could accelerate the dissernination of technology to the
community.

In summary, the PEG model is admirable in its intentions and impressive in its longevity,
but it doesn’t work very well. Television technology, which is costly and based in real-
time distribution, precludes effective audience formation. Digital technology is far more
accessible to viewers in a community. The combination of PEG institutions and Internet
technology holds the promise of realizing vision of PEG. The threat of regulatory

~ annihilation makes it urgent for PEG stations to seize this opportunity.

V. PEG in Atlants
So far we have discussed the PEG model in general. Here we focus on the specifics of

PEG in Atlanta.

The legal details of Atlanta’s system are set out in the 1994 Franchise Agreement
between the City and the cable company of that time (Franchise)®. In 2002 the Franchise
was substantially amended in the Change of Conlrol Agreement {(Amendments). Another
important é@eumeﬁi is the 1995 “Agreement” contract between the City and People TV
(4 greemem‘}

The original 1994 Froamchise reserved 11 channels for PEG: two public access, five
educational, four governmental. The 2002 dmendments reduced that to just six channels
and removed a requirement for an institutional network. The “P”, “E”, or “G” status of
those six channels was not specified, leaving the City 1o make the designation. Today,
the operational entities in Atlanta’s PEG system are:
e The public access operator

1. People TV {channel 24}
® 'The educational access operators

2. Atlanta Public Schools (APS-TV, channel 22}

& Framchise Agreement Berween the City of Adanta, Georgia, o Municipal Corporation, and Atlanta Cable
Parmers, LF. D/B/A Georgia Coble TV & Communications, November 21, 1994, Authorized by City
Council Resolution 94-0-1775 on Decamber 1994, See Appendix B

? Change of Control Agree with MediaOne of Colorado, Inc. & AT&T Comeasr. Adopted by City Council
Resohstion 02-0-00060 on July 15, 2002, See Appendix C.

¥ Agreement [between City of Atlanta and People TV}, November 1, 1995, See Appendix D.
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3. Clark-Aslanta TV (CAU-TV, channel 23)
® The Government access operator
4. The City Channel (channel 26)
5. Fire Department Channel {channel 235}
» The city’s sixth channel carries (imported) governmental access programming:
6. Fulton County TV (FGTV, channel 21)
Two other important entities'in this system are:
e Mayor’s Office of Communications. This office serves as the cable franchise
authority and oversees the PEG svstem.
e Comcast Corporation, the (current) cable franchisee.

Between 2000 and 20035 spending in Atlanta’s entire PEG system was dwarfed by
another cable franchise-funded government program: the Atlanta Community
Technology Initiative (ACTT). ACTI recetved $8.1 million to operate cyber centers
around the city. The program reported directly to the Mayor, was staffed by city
emplovees, and used city facilities. The ACTI was closely associated with Dr. Jabari
Simama, who decades earlier had helped create and administer Atlanta’s public access
television station. The ACTI was an attempt to reduce the “digital divide” in Atlanta by
. giving economically disadvantaged citizens the opportunity fo learn computer skills, Both
Dr. Simama and the Initiative won numerous national awards. The ACT] ended in
November of 2004, and the program’s resources were merged into the Atlanta Workforce
Development Agency. Although ACTI is no longer under the purview of the PEG
subcommittes, we feel that it is important to have closure on this project. How was the
$8.1 million spent? How many citizens were served? How much of the program
continues to exist through Workforce Development?

Vi Atlanta’s Edocational (E) and Goversment {G) Access Channel

The City Channel (26) has already made an initial transition to digiial service provision,
and the results are impressive. Some recent City Council meetings are archived on the
web, where they can be downloaded!!. As any user can confirm, the video on demand
greatly increases the accessibility of government proceedings. City Channel 26 is proof
of our claim that digital technology makes PEG work.

Atlanta’s “E” channels are noteworthy for their higher amounts of imported
programming. APS-TV, m particular, carries a ot of programming from the PBS and
other reputable outside sources. In this respect, APS-TV resembles the successful
comumunity radio model. The programming is high guality and appealing; even in real
time it could attract a noteworthy audience. Unfortunately, although APS-TV provides a
general programming guide, few know the guide exists or where to find it, so it is
difficult to select programming to watch. In addition, while much of the programming is
designed for use in the classroom, real time programming makes it difficult for teachers
{o fit programs into their daily schedules, and availability of televisions to view the
programs is scant.

1 See: hitp:/fapps.atlantaga gov/citycoul/video htm
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Like APS-TV the Clark Atlanta-operated CAU-TV is also open to imported
programming. According to an on-line program guide (that is out of daie,) the station also
produces large amounts of local programming. CAU-TV produces a local news show
that may be good enough fo attract 2 mass audience, but most programming seems 10 be
classroom mnstruction. Such locally produced material might be more effectively
distributed as on-demand video on the Internet. (CAU students would probably benefit
from the on-demand capability.} Like APS-TV, CAU-TV’s program guide seems
deficient.

These educational stations receive no funding from either the cable franchise or the city.
Their home institutions fund them. The cable franchise only gives them accessto a
channel. What programming they offer the city is clearly a gain for local viewers. Still,
they could be better.

These two E stations seem ¢lose to the (successful) community radio model. With some
small changes they could better adapt their operations to that model. The most important
change would be a reliable program guide.

what it is already doing so well. First, it could increase the kinds of hearings that it
archives. Now that it does the City Council, it could start archiving al! public hearings.

1t might even archive meetings by local Neighborhood Planning Units (perhaps it could
do this in partnership with People TV producers.) This merits the highest priority, higher
than its internal productions. Given the trade-offs between the (perhaps more exciting)
work of producing programs about public officials (“an elected official cuts a ribbon™)
and the (perhaps less exciting} work of recording hearings, the latter should receive a

higher priority.

Vil Public Access: People TV

People TV is the operator of Atlanta’s public access channel. Most details of People
TV’s terms of service are detailed in two documents the 1994 Franchise and the 1995
Agreement contract between the City and People TV (both cited above).

People TV was created in 1986, and its current coniract with the city was signed in 1995,
That contract is subject to review and renewal every five years, Le. at 2000 and 20035.
The People TV contract is synchronized with the Comeast franchise, with both expiring
on December 31, 2009,

One of TelePAC s first substantive decisions, taken at the end of 2004, was to
recornmend to the City that it renew its contract with People TV, This fulfilled the
requirement of a review of People TV for 2005, (Please note: The two members of the
PEG subcommitiee abstained from that vote, believing that they did not yet have
sufficient information to make a review decision )

" Agreement, section 5.0.
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Governance
People TV s Board of Directors has 21 director positions. According to its bylaws at
least 7 of those positions must be filled. Directors are appointed as follows™:

s 5 by the Mavor

o 6 by City Council

¢ 1 by the cable franchisee {Comcast)

¢ 9 elected by the board
Thus the majority of the board is appointed by the city government. (People TV's
contract with the city, however, explicitly states that it is not an operating entity of the
city'®. That status has been disputed in lawsuits filed by a People TV producer®) We
believe that People TV is unusual for its high degree of government control, as realized
by the composition of the board.

It is worth noting the station producers and viewers have no direct voice in selecting
directors, even though they are arguably the two most important constituencies of the
station. The lack of representation of key groups on the organization’s board may
coniribute to tensions and the use of alternative avenues of influence.

Cuorrently, the Board is in flux. In 2004 a number of directors stepped down, in part
because of conflicts with station producers, one of whom filed lawsuits, New directors
are currently being recruited.

Finances

People TV’s financial resources are significant. Since 1995, the organization has
received payments from the cable franchisee of approximately 37 million. By the time
the current franchise expires, People TV will have received about $10 million.

In contrast, the annual budget of communily radio station WREK is estimated to be abow
15% of that, The annual budget of WRFG is about $0.3 million, or about haif that of
People TV'®.

The structure of the payments 1o People TV is detailed in both the Fronchise and the
Agreement. Payments are of two kinds: those for access pguipment (as-requested
payments from the capital spending fund set up in 19935) and those for access services
{recurring annual payments).

The access §ewise payment to People TV is $0.5 million per year, plus an inflation
adjustment’’. For 2004 the total payment was $0.605 million (i.c. the inflation
adjustment was $105,000). That constituted almost the entirety of People TV’s income'®.

B Agreement, section 3.2,

¥ dgreement,. Section 3.5

¥ Communication with Mr. Jack Jerzowitz.

¥ Personal communication from WRFG General Manager, Heather Gray.

¥ Franchise, section 114, dgreement, section 4.2.1.

® The organization generated only $30,000 of additional income, mostly from workshops. Ses People
TV s “2004 Annua! Budge! Summary as of 12/11/26037
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The access equipment paymentis are non-recurring. The Frenchise specifies an initial
{(1995) payment of $1.95 million and a subsequent (1999) payment of $1.4 million. The
Agreement between the City and People TV spec;ﬁes how much of that goes 1o People
TV: $0.9 million and $0.65 million, respectively’”. The difference of $1.8 million was
allocated to educational and governmental channels™.

In addition the Franchise allows for optional aéémenai charges, based on demonstrable
need, in the eighth }'ear of the franchise {2@&3} However, %hese chafges would be
listed on consumers’ bills. The city has not exercised this option™.

Payments to People TV do not pass through City accounts. Both the annual payments
and the equipment payments are paid dxrecﬂv to People TV. Funds paid to People TV do
not count as part of the city’s franchise fee™ which is set at the federally-regulated
maximum of 5% of gross annual revenues 4

According to the Agreement People TV is not a city agency. However, some producers
at People TV have mamiamed that this claim that People TV is not a city agency is
__contradicted by case law’

People TV s current budget is not fully balanced. Its 2003 operational deficit is
estimated at $50,000%.

Technology
People TV has not yet made the transition to digital technology. Most of its equipment is

based on older analog technology.

Facilitities

People TV is currently searching for new facilities in the anticipation that its current
location could be condemned and/or People TV would be forced to move during the
expansion of the 14" Street expansion. Currently, People TV spends $70,000 per year on
rent. This amount could be dramatically reduced with the City providing main studio and
satellite facilities.

Connection {0 Viewers

¥ Franchise, section 11.3; Agreement, section 422 and 4.2.3

B Persoral communication with Mr. Joe Morris 11, Telecommunications Manager, Office of
Coramunications, City of Atlania.

2 Franchise, section 11,5,

2 Persongl communication with Mr. Joe Moris 1T, Telecommunications Manager, Office of
Communications, City of Atlanta.

P Fronchize, section 11.4

* Franchise, section 19.1,

2 Personal communication with Mr. Jack Jerzowiiz.

* Budget analyses provided by People TV to the TelePAC document internal recommendations fo reduce
costs. Lewis, Teddy, “2004 Budget Projections Report”™ 19 October 2004
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Atlanta’s cable franchise agreement includes numerous mechanisms for viewer outreach,

ingluding:

e Newsletter'. People TV must publish a newsletier at least three times per vear.

@ Advertising Slots on Regular Channels®. Each regular channel on the cable network
should make available 3 30-second advertising slots per day for publicizing PEG
programming.

¢ Comcast Program Guides®. Comcast must list PEG programming, provided that PEG
entities provide it.

e Annual 4-page Comecast Subscriber Newsletter on PEG*, The Franchisee must
distribute this to all subscribers.

Qur preliminary research indicates that these opportunities have not been consistently

seized. Although the Franchise put in place mechanisms for reaching viewers, the PEG

entities have not fully used them.

VIIL Atlanta Community Technolegy Initiative (ACTH)

In vear 2000 the city launched its Atlanta Community Technology Initiative (ACTI).
Between 2000 and 2004, ACTI consumed a whopping $8.1 million of franchise-derived
funds.

ACTI was a city program, administered by the Office of Community Technology in the
Mayor’s Office of Communications. It operated “cyber centers” dedicated to teaching
computer skills to economically disadvantaged citizens® .

ACTI was funded through an amendment to the cable franchise approved by the City
Council in July 2002. In the 4Amendmenis Comeast agreed to pay the city $8.1 million
more than what was foreseen in the original Franchise. In the Amendments, Atlanta also
agreed to return five of its 11 access channels to Comeast. The City also reportedly
forgave hundreds of thousands of dollars in fines for items such as poor customer service,
build-out delays, and hiring practices. The exact amount of fines has not been
substantiated, but their resclution by fiat resulted in lost dollars for the citizens of Atlanta.
The Amendments also allowed Comcast to charge consumers for up to $1.9 million of
additional costs™.

The $8.1 million was reserved for ACTL. The initiative proceeded independently of the
PEG system. People TV missed a major opportunity to evolve from a community
television center to a community media or even a community technology center. Had
some of the investment for cyber centers gone to People TV, perhaps it would have betier
made the transition to digital technology.

7 dgreement, section 3.16.2

* Franchise, section 11.8.1.

¥ Franchise, section 11.8.2.

% Franchise, section 11.8.3.

¥ “Bridging the Technology Gap. Action ideas for Cities and States. Atlanta, Georgia. Available at
hitp/ faww techpolicybank org/atiantadesc lml |

2 Amendment, section 11.14(1) aHlows Franchisee 1o recoup costs of up 10 $1.9 mitlion.
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The separation from People TV may also have been damaging to ACTI. AUTI pioneered
the application of digital technology, but it was unsustainable: it was funded with a one-
time infusion of funds but had no source of on-going funds. In contrast, People TV is
sustainable, but it lacks digital technology. It has not made an effective transition to
digital technology, but it does possess operating finds. Thus, it seems that an
opportunity was missed to combine the sustainable public access television model and the
innovative community technology mitiative.

The ACTI was recently ended, and its assets were merged into the Atlanta Workforee
Development Agency (www.atlantaworkforce.org), a bureaun of the city. There is
relatively little information available about the $8.1 million program or its
accomplishments. We understand that much of the original documentation was thrown
away when the program was ended. Further, financial records are apparently archived at
City Hall Fast. We recommend that further research be done on the effectiveness and
benefits of this program compared fo the money and staff expended.

Indeed, it appears that Comcast was given a profitable arrangement by the City (channels
returned and forgiveness of franchise viclations) and that programs, such as PEG, that
were related to the cabie television system did not benefit. It is strongly advised that the
franchise renewal commiitee address issues such as this thoroughly so that the City will
be in 2 stronger renegotiating postlion.

IX. Conclusion

The regulatory environment in Atlanta, Georgia and the US poses threats to the continued
existence of PEG. The PEG system can best respond to this by making itself invaluable
to the local community. Digital technology offers an opportunity fo do just that.
Leveraging new technology, PEG institutions really can realize the PEG functions.
Individuals and groups throughout the community can get benefit from the system. In
response they are likely to support the system in the future. By serving the community,
PEG can develop a constituency that will ensure that it continues to thrive,
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APPENDIX A:
Addendum by TelePAC Member Earl Johannaber

TO: the Mayor's Office, City Council, and members of the TelePAC
FROM: Earl Johannaber, Atlanta City Council TelePAC Representative, District |
Tune 26, 2005

Thank you all for the chance to give input into the Telecommunications
Policy Advisory Committee.

1 was assigned to TelePAC on the committee March 21, 2005 by appointment of City
Council, District 1. 1 was invited to my first TelePAC meeting on June 21st, 2005, seven
days before the end of the committee.

At the June 21 meeting, | asked for a seven-day extension to complete my outline of my
research and 180 days to write my paper. This was similar to the amount of time other
TelePAC members had in which to complete their studies. As a resuli, the committee
voted against this request, and I was granted just seven days to submit my final report,

To date, I have had the opportunity to sit with Beverly Molander and Dr. Hans Klein in
two PEG (Public, Education, and Government cable channels) subcommittes meetings. |
recorded one meeting on my camcorder of the PEG committee, and one meeting of the
TELEPAC, as well. I am willing, with Dr Klein's help, to make these available for
viewing on webstream technology.

At both of those meetings  was able to provide valuable input and additional information
about PEG in Atlanta. [ feel that the PEG report is extremely well written and insightful.
1t speaks for itself, thanks to the hard work of both Dr. Klein and Beverly Molander.

I reviewed the work of the Franchise Subcommittee and the New Technology
Comumittee, and can sav with out hesitation that they are brilliant as well.

However, T would like 1o add to this report in that we have several emergencies
that need to be addressed with more regular open reporting:

1. We must have a clear plan to help the Fire and Police Department develop
crucial fraining videos.

2. Both Channels 24 and 25 have developmental/growth urgencies, with neither the
resources nor the personnel to address them,

3. The governance of Public Access TV is top (management) down and is neither
soliciting nor receiving information from the viewers and producers which would
improve performance.

4. Regarding "in school” television productions, there are some curricula

errors in feacher training that need fo be addressed immediately.
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3. Along with the city cited in the report, we must look at other cities in the U.S. and
around the world, because Atlanta is falling behind unnecessarily.

6. The best way solve the present problems is to develop strategies which

courageousty look to 10, 20, 30 and even more vears into the future. For example, the
Japanese have been known 1o plan for the next 300 vears. It is crucial that we start
looking towards creating our future, NOW.

7. Telecommunications systems must be recognized as a city unility similar to

water, sewage, sanitation; and therefore must be planned and maintained at least with the
same frequency. One of the distinctions of the felecommunications area is that the
planning must be done in an open format, because our right to free speech and privacy
will be affected by policy and technology.

8. The present TelePAC report does not reflect the critical re-occurring problems that will
continue without ongoing democratic management. [ stand by the recommendation that
an ongoing TelePAC be adopted, as recomimended in version 4 TelePAC PEG report,
submitted on June 21, 2005,

9. Tt might be wise to look at the overall City of Atlanta’s lack of awareness about the
advent of digital media as a crisis. This new "digital divide" demands that the concept of
analog television be replaced by interactive streaming media, Hundreds of products that
have changed our lives and enviromment in ways that really need to be understood.

10. All of the above challenges, as well as the ones not listed, create an opportunity for
the kind of innovation, growth and world leadership that Atlanta needs in order o excel
and address these challenges head-on.
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feorgia Alliance Jor Community Medis 0
1514 E.Cleveland Ave. Suite 120
East Point, Ga. 30344

*
Phone 404-876-0213
Fax 404-876-0213
Shirley Franklin, Mayor August 24, 2005
City of Atlanta

Thank you for your open discussions with the Atlanta Public last night at Inman School. Thanks
also for handing out laptops to our Atlanta teens as a part of the “Next Step” program. You
challenge the Digital Divide one teen at a time. You are a 21st century role model for the
Alliance for Community Media. Last night, your answers to our questions about Atlanta’s
Information and Communications Technology (ICT) plans also tell us that you will help us fight
10 keep public access to community media for all Atlantans.

We need vour help to get all of Atlanta to the next step. ICT planning for Atlanta i now as
critical as Atlanta sewer and transportation planning. You have now an excellent advisory
group, the Atlanta Telecommunications Policy Advisory Committee(TelePAC). They have
worked well for six months to understand complex ICT issues and challenges. They have
prepared preliminary reports that are an overview of ICT Atlanta. They are now ready to study
national best practices, work with wider representation of the Atlanta public, and suggest several
exciting new models for Atlanta’s vision for future public access. The TelePAC will make its
final report today in City Hail at 10 AM. The GACM asks that you, as mayor, thank them for
their service and ask them to continue.

They must continue because the nation is in danger of losing public access to ICT. Inthe USA,
all citizens must have local community access to communications. Itis abasic rightanda
voter/citizen responsibility. Cur republic thrives on open and public dialog based on free speech
and free flow of information. Today, this tradition is threatened by state and national bills that
begin to change ICT from bottom-up to top down. Atlanta must be a national model for public
access to ICT in the 21st century. We need continuation of the Atlanta TelePAC.

They must continue because Atlanta currently has an old public access model. Our People TV
was designed and built in the 1980’s. In “technology vears” this makes the Atlanta People TV
system more antiquated than the Atlanta sewer system. Only a few Atlanta citizens can really
access this access system. We must plan now to re-build People TV. Today, People TV board
members and producers are sharing public access vision with TelePAC committee members.
We need continuation of the Atlanta TelePAC and the construction of a great new vision.

They must continue because Atlanta is proposing a major re-vision of the future with the Atlanta
Beltline proposal. The Beltline proposal greatly effects all the citizens of Atlanta. The Beltline
will touch every aspect of community interaction with the city, from zoning to parks to
transportation. Where better to build out the New Vision for 21st century public access in
Atlanta than in tandem with the Beltline vision?

Because of these dangers and opportunities the GACM looks to Atlanta to lead the way to 21st
public access to community media and ICT. We ask that you build a vision of a Beltline that is
also a Telecom lifeline. Today’s technology suggests for Atlanta a new Beltline that networks
wireless broadband “clouds” to communities citywide. It must, like the San Francisco and
Philadelphia vision, be easily accessible to all citizens of Atlanta. Lets take the Next Step.

Rod Chatham c. City Council, TelePAC, PTV, APAB, Beltline Gp.

OUR MISSION - TO BUILD DIGITAL-CONNECTIVITY IN ALL GEORGIA COMMUNITIES- WE MUST ADVANCE DEMOCRATIC
IDEALS TO ALL 218T CENTURY GEORGIANS BY ENSURING ACCESS TO ELECTRONIC MEDIA AND PROMOTING EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATIONS FOR EVERYONE, -- OPEN ACCESS TO COMMUNICATION THROUGH COMMUNITY USE OF MEDEA ~



Cable Franchises Are Processes Not T hings

from Community Mediq Review, 2003

The cable franchising process is technically defined by the Communications Act of 1996,
and certainly it serves well to become acquainted with that process. It begins three years
before the cable franchise expires and includes many formal procedures local
governments must follow in order to work out the most advantageous position for its
citizens. If local governments fail to follow these procedures it leaves their citizens
vulnerable to the cable industry’s bottom line thinking.

However, for local advocates that is only one moment in a social process which is really
on-going. Cable franchising is ultimately about municipal and regional politics, The
process of applying information technology to community development will do little to
secure quality franchise provisions unless that work is done with an eve to creating strong
community-based class and race alliances. Such alliances, which should cut across *
historical lines of division and onto city and county councils and commissions, are
needed to assure government acts responsibly in franchise negotiations. For that matter,
in a myriad of other local telecommunications matters, as well,

But its not just about politics. It is also about technology. The process of cable
franchising is one of becoming attuned to the current technical evolution of information
and communications technology and discerning how the capacity of the technology can
serve democratic development in our communities.

Activists in this story join with the small businesses to fi ght for affordable
telecommunications infrastructure. In this story cable access centers are evolving to
become community centers of media culture, institutions that help communities
understand and negotiate the changes imposed by the information econonty.

Who else will provide these services? Who is more uniquely suited to play this kind of
role in communities? ... Cable franchising is a high stakes Jocal telecommunications
decision-making process in which local government has the power to set an important
framework for the growth of communities. It behooves all to pay attention to how well
local government is paying attention to these important responsibilities. If they are not
we will all end up paying dearly.

Politicians miss Technology Connection
“We can 't trust the traditional politicians to be the engines of change for how people connect o their
government and 1o each other. The next technological model will revolve around the power of networks
- - - The public official or candidate will be a hub of connectivity for the maty 1o work with the many.”

Thomas Friedman New }’9&& Times, August, 2005
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Rod Chatham j j Secretary
¢. City Council, Coanty Commi‘gﬁioners, Cities in Fulton, Ga. representatives, press
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QUR MISSION - TO BUILD DIGIFAL-CONNECTIVITY IN ALL GEORGIA COMMUNITIES. WE MUST ADVANCE DEMOCRATIC
IDEALS TO ALL 21ST CENTURY GEORCGIANS BY ENSURING ACCESS T0O ELECTRONIC MEDIA AND PROMOTING EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATIONS FOR EVER YONE, - OPEN ACCESS TO COMMUNICATION THROUGH COMMUNITY USE OF MEDIA --



Radnez Chatham

rage | ot 2

From: "Anthony T. Riddle" <ariddle@aliiancecm.org>
To: <mayorfranklin@atlantaga.gov>

Ce: <jmorris@atlantaga.gov=>

Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2005 11:12 AM

Attach:  ACM Congress 8-05.pdf
Subject:  Atlanta Must Protect Local Franchising Authority

From:

Anthony Riddle, Executive Director
Alliance for Community Media

666 11th Street NW, Suite 740
Washington, DC 20001

August 23, 2005
Dear Mavor Franklin,

Since leaving Atlanta more than 17 years ago, I have been deeply involved in
the fight to protect and expand the voice of our communities by supporting

Public, Educational and Government Access across this country and throughout

the world. T have served as Chair of the Board of the Alliance for
Community Media and currently serve as its Executive Director.

It is in this capacity and as a member of the extended Atlanta family that I

ite to warn vou of the danger to your budget, fo your ability to represent
the interests of the people of the City and to the means by which our
communities are able to avoid falling into the digital divide- a danger
represented by the three bills before Congress which eliminate or sharply
curb local franchising authority. They are House 3146, Senate 1349 and
Senate 1504

In short, these bills represent a taking of property from the citizens of
Atlanta:

The telephone companies will be able to offer video services using your
public rights-of-way (PROW) without a franchise.

The franchise fee Atlanta receives in exchange for the millions of dollars

of profit made by the cable companies is converted, generally, to
reimbursement for costs of maintainig the PROW.

The City need not be notified if the video provider digs in the road in an
"emergency”, causing public safety nightmares.

Cable franchises end immediately upon passage (1504) or will end by suit by
the cable company which will claim unfair advantage given to telephone
company video providers.

None of the non-monetary franchise payments currently received by Atlanta
are protected by these bills-- including I-nets, cable drops to schools and
other institutions, or communications facilities used by the public safety
departments. These assets will simply go away, or will have to be paid for
by new taxes which the public will fail to link to these legal changes.
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'he City loses all enforcement capability over huge companies operating on
1¢ public land.

[ have attached a sample letter of analysis which we are sending to
“ongressmembers. In it are details.)

“his is not an exaggeration. NATOA, NLC, CoM and NACo are all under high
lert because of these imminent changes. Please, add your voice. Consider
ontacting the GA Congressional delegation. Also, consider the passage of

he resolution against these bills found on the NATOA website. These bills
nust be stopped now. Once passed, the damage to communications democracy
vill be irreparable. The damage to City authority in all areas will be
sermanently eroded.

\tlanta is a community of great historical character. Protecting that
sistorical character requires strong opposition to and the eventual defeat

»f these bills.

dease feel free to call or have Joe Morris call on me for more information.

Jincerely,

Anthony Riddle

Ixecutive Director

41llance for Community Media
566 11th Street NW, Suite 740
Washington, DC 20001
2672.393.2650p, 202.393.2653f

‘La5uau1;.
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Fact Snee*r

Cammittes Members

Press Ralsases

Additional Documeants

attp://www.phila. gov/wireless/

Promats Open Metro-scale Wirelass Connsctive Citywide

Wiretess Philadeliphla aims to strengthen the City's economy and ransform Philadeiphia's

neighborhonds by providing wireless interngt access throughout the City, Wireless Philadeiphia

work o crsate @ digital infrastructure for open-air internet access and to help citizens, business

schols, and community osrganizations make effective use of this technology W achieve their goals
whiiie providing 8 greater experience Tor visitors to the Ciby,

Sdvocate of Wireless Community Metworking

Appointed Dy Mayor Jobn F, Street in July 2004, the Wireless Philadaiphia Executive Committes
{Commitiea) serves as an advisory/advocacy groun for wireless community networking through
communrity owtreach programs, communications with the press and participation in meaetings and
confersnces., Wireless Fhiladsiphia sesks to educate the genera! public snd Dusinesses &bcu“‘ 5t
hanefits of wirsless communily networking, Wireless Philadealphia seels to utliize existing wir
technologies and incorporate evolving wireless technologies as they become avallable,

Provide s Forum for Wirsless Networking
Wireless Philadelphia provides a forum for discussio
technologies espectally for those raeiated o buiiding

af [o enhance usage of emerg im" wirgless
1
zesks (o promote the third-party develooment of research, deve

wirsiess communtty networks, The Committas
iopment and use of mob

netwiorks o enrich neighborhood economic viahility,

Fecommend Policy
The Commities will for
responsibitias,
requlstory harrbers and

mudate recormnmendations i seversl policy areas
b of sarvice, privacy and security. The Commitise w
help deveiop sirategiss to overcome them.

ir "Eudé";g foas, rotes f?j
i identify possible

w
ERLE

Future ses

Wiretess Philadelphia will davelop & process through which the initial outdoor network can be
axpandsd to allow indoors utilization by residents, businesses, visitors, ins
3o doing, Wireless Philadelphia shall coordinate efforts with other agencies of Oty 1o maximize the
social, developmental, and educational return |

of 1

fitutions, and students, In
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San Francisco Looks To
Wirelass Future

By Eric Gri
August 17, 2005 WHITEPAPER

TCO of On-Demand Applications Is Significantly
it's no secret that the mayor of San | Better for SMBs and Mid-Market Companies
Francisco, Gavin Newsom, wants Download this TCO study by Yankee Group and find out

. ; R how yvou can save 24% to 50%.
wireless. Last year, he said of city woyau Len sav o

Access Whitepapers and Rescurces from the

plans to install a wireless cloud, WEBCAST :
"We will not stop until every San Best Practices for CRM
Franciscan has access to free Laarn how to improvae vour ROL and costomer service,

wireless Internet service. WHITEPAPER:

Integration in Medium-Sized Companies: &

The City by the Bay took a big step | Mecessary Ingradient for Customer Care
toward gaining that citywide Wi-Fi Enhance pperational efficiency and improve cusiomsr
service this week by issuing a relationships.

----- <ﬁ‘-<

Heousst for Information ang DEMO:

Corpmeants (RFI/C) about unwiring 10-Minuie Online Demo of NetSuite's Award-Winning
the 49 sguare mies south of the Eg‘ggyct
Golden Gate. The caty is calling the | View this role-based dema and find out how NetSuite can

program TechConnact, It will be support a variely of roles in vour organization.

run by the Mayor 5 Offm\., the WHITEPAPER:

Depariment of Telecommunicalians | Sales Forecasting for Your Business Advantage
and Information Services (DTIS), Create and manage accurate, real-time sales forecasts,
and the San Francisco Pubiic
Utilities Commission (SFPUC).

Minimum requirements of the nefwork will be: use of 802.11b/g with 1Mbps of
throughput for each user, 90 percent coverage for indoor use, and 95 percent coverage
for outdoor use. TechConnect doesn't want end users to be required to buy additional
equipment beyond their Wi-Fi laptop, PDA or phone to get a signal while outdoors,
though indoor CPEs are a possibility. Preferabiy, the signatl will extend above the second
floor of buildings as well. The wireless LAN will be used by residents, visitors,
businesses, institutions, and the city government and first responders.

Free service for ail is probably not in the cards, however. The mayor's statement on the
TechConnect's Web site specifically cails for "affordabie, wireless broadband access.”
However, the RFI/C does say that the city should be allowed to "designate certain parks,
common areas and other residential and business zones within the City to allow any user
with a Wi-Fi device to gain free and open access to the network,"

Mayor Newsom told the San Jose Mercury News that the cost to install the network
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would likely fall between $10 and $18 million; however, TechConnect's literature says
the city is making "no financial commitments at this stage of the process.” The hillsides
of the city will present a major challenge for vendors looking to deploy something
citywide.

An open "Pre-RFL/C" meeting will be at the San Francisco Main Library on August 31,
Companies, non-profits, community groups, and private citizens have until Sept. 7 to
submit guestions, which the city will answer by Sept. 14. The next and finai deadline is
for respondents to submit comments to TechConnect/DTIS by 5 p.m. on Sept. 28.

It's too early to say how closely TechConnect's plans resembie the well-known Wirsless
Philadelphia initiative. When Philly's plans were first announced, incumbent broadband
providers like Verizon were not happy, and they helped push through a bill in
Pennsylvania to prevent municipalities from operating such networks. Mayor Newsom
expects to go up against similar opposition. Companies including SBC and Comcast offer
broadband in the city. (Philadelphia’s plan was allowed to go forward, and by Verizon, no
less; the telco had first refusal rights.)

Many states, including Florida, have passed similar legisiation to protect incumbent
broadband providers, Federally, a bill has been proposed in the House of
Representatives zgainst state and local governments offsring broadbhand, Ancther bill in
the Senate -- the Community Broadband Act of 2005 (S. 1294) -- would change the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to gliow municinalities to offer hish-soeed Internst
acoess in any form.

Wireless Philadelphiz will run its 135-square-mile network as a non-profif, making
money by licensing access to carriers and providers who will in turn resell access o end
users. TechConnect's RFI/C states that the city could provide wireless through private
and public partnerships, but also reserves the right Lo offer it as a city utility or service.

Wireless Philadeinhia is running Iate. The city was expected o announce the winner two
weeks ago among three finalists picked out of 12 proposals to depioy and manage the
network. Earlier this year, the city thought a decision weould be made by June, with
deployment to commence this month. All three Philly proposals include use of Wi-Fi
mesh equipment from either Tropos Networks or BelAir Networks. Such self-configuring

mesh equipment has become a favorite method of handling municipality-wide wireless
networks.

Last September, San Francisco DTIS worked with the city's Recreation and Parks

free hotspot in Union Square. Googie later became a sponsor for the network, which is
interesting, because Business 2.0 recently said that the search giant might be getting
ready to launch a nationwide wireless network, Google is apparently buying up unused
fiber-optic cable and other fast connections across the nation at bargain prices. Writer
Om Malik imagines Google becoming a megalith of an Internet Service Provider
providing free access, perhaps by serving advertising to users through Feeva's
technology.

As San Franciscans wait for the Wi-Fi cloud to settle upon them, there's still plenty of
wireless access to go around. AnchorFree Wireless offers five hotzones (at the Marina
District, Cow Hollow, Pacific Heights, Castro Street, and downtown near Union Square)

venues with Wi-Fi. In fact, the entire Bay area, including San Jose and Qakland, is
ranked at #2 on the Intel Most Unwired Cities Survey for 2005, just behind Seattle. San
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Francisco International Airport is #8 on the Most Unwired Airports list.
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